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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this 
application is eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set 
forth in 37 CFR 1 .17(e) has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action 
has been withdrawn pursuant to 37 CFR 1.114. Applicant's submission filed on 
08/29/2008 has been entered. 

Specification 

2. The specification is objected to as failing to provide proper antecedent basis for 
the claimed subject matter. See 37 CFR 1.75(d)(1) and MPEP § 608.01 (o). Correction 
of the following is required: Claim 14 uses the phrase "Computer-readable medium" 
however the phrase lack proper antecedent basis from instant disclosure. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

4. Claims 1-11, 14, 19, 21-23 and 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Aronson et al (Aronson), U. S. Patent No. 6654787 in view of 
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Paul, U. S. Patent No. 5999932 and further in view of Hussey, U. S. Patent No. 
6230156. 

Regarding claim 1, Aronson discloses in a computing device, a method for filtering 
messages received by an inbox program to route selected messages to applications 
rather than directly to a message inbox (see e.g. Aronson, fig. 3 and col. 2 lines 19-24; 
a system for filtering received messages is provided), the method comprising: receiving 
a message at an inbox program that is configured to present message data to users, 
the inbox program including message storing component (see e.g. Aronson, col. 21-39; 
e-mail messages are received from mail server to the client's machine); calling a create 
message function and passing the flagged messages to the message storing 
component, upon the message storing component detecting the flag, the message 
storing component calling a first rule client of the set of at least one rule client and 
providing the message to the first rule client rather than storing the message in the 
message inbox (see e.g. Aronson, fig. 3, items 310, 320 and col. 5 lines 50-67; 
suspected spam messages are filter using rule handling filter modules); the first rule 
client processing the message such that the first rule client extracts information from the 
message and passes the information to an application program that is distinct from the 
inbox program (see e.g. Aronson, col. 5 lines 59-64; the message are analyze and 
words and letter are extracted from them); and receiving data from the first rule client, 
the data indicating whether the inbox program may provide the message to the next rule 
client in the set of at least one rule client or discard the message (see e.g. Aronson, col. 
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6 line 63-col. 7 line 6; several rules may be applied to messages to allow a filter module 
to decide that the message is spam). 

Although Aronson discloses the invention substantially as claimed, it does not explicitly 
disclose inbox program for filtering messages incoming messages against a set of rules 
prior to transmitting message to the inbox for storing. 

Paul teaches a system for filtering electronic messages using data matching and 
heuristic processing wherein an incoming message directed to a user is filtered against 
set of rules and depending of the produced flag, the message is passed to different rule. 
Eventually, the message is either deleted or transmitted to the user inbox for display 
(see Paul, fig. 6, col. 8 lines 17-34). At the time of the invention it would have been 
obvious for a person of ordinary skill in the art to include the teachings for Paul with that 
of Aronson. Motivation for doing so would have been to automatically filter and eliminate 
unsolicited message from getting into the user inbox (see Paul col. 2 lines 11-19). 
Although the combinations of Aronson-Paul disclose the invention substantially as 
claimed, they do not explicitly teach the use of dynamic library link. 
Hussey teaches an electronic mail interface system wherein the email processor 
comprises a dynamic link library for performing email message filtering on the received 
messages (see Hussey col. 7 lines 4-23 and col. 9 lines 17-23). At the time of the 
invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to combine 
the teachings of Aronson-Paul with that of Hussey. Motivation for doing so would have 
been to provide efficiency in the processing and filtering of message by the utilization of 
dynamic link library. 
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Regarding claim 3, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein receiving a message 
comprises receiving a message formatted according to a protocol, the protocol 
belonging to a set containing IMAP4, POP3, ActiveSync, Instant Messaging and MMS 
(see e.g. Aronson, col. 3 lines 54-60). 

Regarding claim 4, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein calling the first rule client 
and providing the message comprises calling the first rule client on a defined interface 
(see e.g. Aronson, col. 5 lines 31-52). 

Regarding claim 5, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches further comprising, upon determining 
that the data indicates that the message should be discarded, the inbox program 
deleting the message (see e.g. Aronson, col. 4 lines 31-41). 

Regarding claim 6, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches further comprising, upon determining 
that the data indicates that the message may be provided to the next rule client, 
determining whether there is a next rule client in the set of at least one rule client, and if 
so providing the message to the next rule client (see e.g. Aronson, col. 6 line 63-65). 

Regarding claim 7, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches further comprising, upon determining 
that there is no next rule client in the set of at least one rule client, storing the message 
for display in a user interface corresponding to the inbox program (see e.g. Aronson, 
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col. 5 lines 9-12 also see Paul col. 4 lines 9-11). The same motivation utilized in the 
combination of claim 1 , equally applies as well to claim 7. 

Regarding claim 8, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein the data indicating that the 
inbox program may provide the message to the next rule client comprises information 
indicating that the first rule client was not interested in processing the message (see 
e.g. Aronson, col. 5 lines 50-67 also see Paul col. 2 lines 35-39). The same motivation 
utilized in the combination of claim 1 , equally applies as well to claim 8. 

Regarding claim 9, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein the data indicating that the 
inbox program may provide the message to the next rule client 
comprises information indicating that the first rule client processed the message (see 
e.g. Aronson, col. 6 lines 45-65). 

Regarding claimlO, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein providing the message 
comprises, making a copy of the message, and providing the copy to the first rule client 
(see e.g. Aronson, col. 2 lines 22-24). 

Regarding claim 1 1 , Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein the inbox program includes 
a message storing component, wherein the inbox program receives and flags the 
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message and then calls the message storing component by passing the flagged 
message such that the message storing component, upon detecting the flagged 
message, calls the first rule client (see e.g. Aronson, fig. 8 and col. 10 lines 45-64). 

Regarding claim 14, the limitation of this claim has already been addressed (see claim 1 
above). 

Regarding claim 19, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches further comprising, the first rule 
client modifying the message (see e.g. Aronson, col. 9 lines 11-17). 

Regarding claim 21, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches further comprising the first rule 
client providing information to the inbox program indicating that the first rule client 
requests read-only access to messages (see e.g. Aronson, col. 4 lines 57-64). 

Regarding claim 22, Aronson-Paul-Hussey teaches wherein each of the rule clients of 
the set of rule clients is ordered such that rule clients requesting read-only access to 
messages are called prior to rule clients requesting write access to the messages (see 
e.g. Aronson, col. 4 lines 57-64 and col. 6 lines 64-65). 

Claim 23 list all the same elements of claim 1, but in system form rather than method 
form. Therefore, the supporting rationale of the rejection to claim 1 applies equally as 
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well to claim 23. The same motivation utilized in the combination of claim 1, equally 
applies as well to claim 23. 

Regarding claim 25, the limitation of this claim has already been addressed (see claim 7 
above). 

Regarding claim 26, the limitation of this claim has already been addressed (see claim 8 
above). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claim 2 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Aronson- 
Paul-Hussy in view of Koponen et al (Koponen), U. S. Patent Application Publication 
No. US 2004/0235503. 

Although Aronson discloses the invention substantially as claimed, it does not explicitly 
disclose wherein receiving a message comprises receiving a message in an SMS 
format. 

Koponen teaches a system for processing and filtering short message service (SMS) 
where SMS messages first goes to an analyzer that analyses the message in 
accordance with a predetermined way (see Koponen, paragraph [0030]-[[0031]). At the 
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time of the invention it would have been obvious to a person of ordinary skill in the art to 
combine the teachings of Koponen with that of Aronson-Paul-Hussey. Motivation for 
doing so would have been to expand the filtering capability of Aronson-Paul-Hussey to 
include limited size message filtering for all device capable of receiving and sending 
SMS (see, Koponen, paragraphs [[0003] and 0016]). 

Response to Arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-11,14,19,21 -23 and 25-26 have 
been considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 



Prior Art of Record 

8. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. Please refer to form PTO-892 (Notice of Reference Cited) for a 
list of relevant prior art. 

Conclusion 

9. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to MOHAMED IBRAHIM whose telephone number is 
(571)270-1 132. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 
7:30AM to 5:00PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, William C. Vaughn, Jr. can be reached on 571-272-3922. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/Ml/ 

/Paul H Kang/ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2444 



